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PREFACE

In Section 305(b) (%), Coastal Zone. Management Act Amendments of 1976,
Congress issued the following directive: .
"The management program for each coastal state shall include ... a
planning process for- (A) assessing the effects of shoreline erosion
(however caused), and (B) studying and evaluating ways to control,
or lessen the impact of, such erosiom, and to restors areas ad-
versely affected by such erosion.”

Five specific. guidelines accompany the Section 305(b) (%) mandate. They

identify those elements which must be included in the shoreline erosion/mitigation
planning process of each state seeking coastzl funds. Thay ars listed

belows: .

"l. A method for assessing the effects of shoreline erosion;

2. Articulation of State policies pertaining to erosiom, in-
cluding policies regarding: preferences for nom-structural,
structural and/or no controlsy

3. A method for designation of areas for ercsian control, miti- -
gation and/or restoration as arsas of particular concern or
areas for preservation and restoration, if appropriates;.

&, Procedures for managing the effects of erosiom, including non-
structural procedures; and ’

5. in identification of legal authorities, funding programs and
cther tachniques that can be used to mest management needs."
(923.26a Fedaral Register, Vol. 43, No. 41)

This paper documents Wisconsin's complianmce with the federal raquire-
ments cited above, and its five accompanying guidelines. The textr
outlines the shore erosion/mitigation planning process Wisconsin has
developed over the past three years and highlights those particular
activities, whether completed, ongoing, or scheduled, which address the
five specific guidelines. Points of compliance with these guidelines
are identified throughout the paper. They are summarized on page 176 in
tabular form, . ‘ ..
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WISCONSIN'S SHORE EROSION/MITIGATION PLANNING PROCESS

Introduction

Shore erosion has long beem recognized as.a.natural hazard endangering.
coastal resources, structures, and land uses in Wiscomsin. Shore
erosion ageats attack the coastal bluffs and beaches of Lakes Michigan
and Superior on a year-round basis. TYet, it is during heavy storms and
. high-water periods that the effect of erosive processes is most acute,
and public awareness highest.

No greater threat has been imposed upon:-Wisconsin's. shoreline, in recent
decades, than the particularly severe erosion which oecurzed during the
1950-52 and 1972-74 high~water periods. Over the course of each peried,
shore properties. suffered damage and loss estimated in the millions of
dolla:s;l wildlife habitats, scientific areas, and recreational op-
portunities were also: adversely affécted. In recognition: of persisting
hazard conditions, many local govermments and coastal property owners
constructad shore protection structures of warious rypes. Some devices
proved effective, but most did mot. As a result, lakeshore residents
gnd public officials grew frustrated in their attempts to reduce shore
ergsion damages. At the same time, they felt inereasing pressurss to
develop their coastal envircnment more extensively. A need to assess
the issues of shore erosion in the context of coverall cocastal land use
_was becoming appareat.

L1

By 1974, shore ercsion was the #1 concern of Wisconsin shorE»tesiden:s.z

In view of its commitment to fostering compatible shoreland activities,
Wisconsin's Coastal Management Program became the appropriate coordinator
of shore erosion/mitigation plannming efforts in the state. Since 1975,
the Program has been building "in-house" state and local capabilities to
address arosion-related problems. Such a focus has maintained Wisconsin's
tradition of inter-governmental cooperatiom. It has also guided the
evolution of a shore ercsion/mitigation planning process.

The[Planning,P:ucesslﬁln,ﬁriei‘

Formulation of the Study Plan 1llustrated in Figure 1 represented
Wisconsin's first major step in addressing the problems posed by its
eroding shoreline. Shore erosion planming in the state was inigially
directed towards thHe development of a substantial coastal data base and
a subsequent set of options for reducing shore damages in a manner
compatible with existing lapd uses and envirommental conditionms.
Information~gathering activities were coordinated by the Shore Erosion
Policy Group (now, Shore Erosiom Advisory Committee), a technica%
committee created ro guide Wiscomsin's overall plapning efforts.

The question of how to translate data into action quickly arose, amongst
coastal rasearchers, advisors, and citizens alike. With it came a
fuller recognition of the complexdity of the shore eresion issue. From
it evolved a more comprehensive plamning process,

Y
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Wiscomsin has broadenmed its shore erosion plamning focus to include five

principal compeonemts. In Table 1, these: components have been statad in
terms of needs -— that is, what has Wisconsin needed to koow and do in
order to move towards the goal of shore damage reduction? Such needs

are being addressed in a: five-stage planning:process, also summarized in-

Table 1.

By 1974, it was well-recognized that erosion of bluffs and beaches was
occurring more rapidly in some areas along Wisconsin's coast than
others. It had also become evident that where land use was most in-
tensive, shore damages were highest. 3But the shore erosion-related
information available in the State was insufficient as a basis for-
identifying appropriate hazard mitigation measures.é Wisconsin needed.
to know more about the shore erosion process: itself, more about its
vulnerable shoreline, and more about the range of feasible solutions
which might be successfully applied to problem areas.

Initial planming emphasis, thus, was on (1) gathering shoreline data and
(2) investigating those struectural and nonstructural measures which
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could reduce the damaging effects of erosive forces upon shore properties

or faciliries. Although such information regarding shore erosicn
problems and potential solutions is proving an invaluzble resource,
Wisconsin state and local decision-makers have needed additiomal support
in order to select, establish, and maintain effective shore damage

reduction programs. Subsequently, attention has turned to (3) developing

a framework for action, whether ir be collectively or individually
undertaken. This framework is based upon the- tramslation of existing
state and local shore erosion-related policies into guidelines and the
application of these guidelines to a gemeralized planming process for
shore damage reduction programs., Shore erosion/mitigation planning
efforts are also currently focused on expanding the existing body of
coastal data and (4) examining the array of available technieal and
financial assistance sourcas.

Future planning emphasis is directed towards (5) coordinating public and |

private sector shore damage redunction activities and refining them, such
that they enhance the overall future of Wisconsin's coastal area. To
this end, the planning process- will be strengthened by the ongoing
assessment of shoreline conditions, the articulatior and implementation
of further state and local policies -~ of a regulatory and incentive
nature -—— and the clarification of agency and government roles and
responsibilities. Wisconsin's need to make its shore damage mitigation
efforts as efficient and effective as-pessible.will therefore be ad-
dressed.
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Table 1. Wisconsin Moves Toward Shore Damage Reduction: 1975 - 1978 and Beyond.

State and Local

1.

3.

o
.
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Needs

Need to evaluate
extent and nature
of shore erosion
in Wisconsin's
coastal area.

Need to know
what can be

done to reduce -

shiore damage.

Need to know
how to select

. damage reduction

option(s), then
how to proceed.

Need to tap
available

sources of
assistance.

Need to make
shore damage
reduction
programs as
effective as
possible.

A Planning Process
to Address Needs

A.

c.

Shoreline data
gathering and
analysis.

. Investigation of

Structural and
Non structural
Alteirnatives.

pevelopment of
a Framework for

.. Action.

b

Assessment of
Technical
and Financial

~ Assistance
- Sources.

E.

Coordination
of state and
local shore
damage re-
duction poii-
cles and
programs.

1975 1976 1977 1978

i.
2.
3.

X X X X ,
. 4.

1.

2‘

X X X 3
1.
2.

X X |
3.
l.
X X 2.
1.

X |
2'
3.

Major Planning Activities

Geotechnical studies.
Shoreline damage survey.
Priority vapking of criti-
‘cal reaches, ,
Delineation of erosion
iazard districts.

Evaluation of striuctural
solutions.

Evaluation of nonstruc-
tural solutions.

. Evaluation of compen-

sation avenues. :
Analysis of state and local
erosion-related policies.
Translation of policies
into guidelines and imple-
mentation strategfies.
Development of decision
making process.
Identification of ‘exis-
ting ald programs.
Compensation study.

Clarified agency and
government roles and

" responsibilities.

Coastal Management
Council leadership.
Great Lakes shore
erosion information and
- assistance program,
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The Planning Procass, In De&ail; Tts Components and Its Compliance

Wisconsin's shore erosion/mitigation planning process cam be further
characterized by the resgarcl, amalytical; and-administrativepactivitiasw
of its five principal compoments (A-E). The following pages discuss
these activities, list the exrpsion-related dociments produced thus far
(Appendices A-E), and highlight the compliance of such efforts with the
federal requirements- (FRFI~-#5).

A Shnreline'daﬁa;gatheringfand’anaiysis.

During 1975 and 1976, shoreline surveys of various types were under-
taken. Inventories of natural areas, £ish and wildlife habitats, and
historic sites provided information regarding some valuable resources of
Wisconsin's coastal area. Patterns of shoreland use, ownership, and
zoning were also identified. Aerial photographs of Lake Michigan and
Lake Superior shores were acgquired from several regional, state,-and
federal agencies, and from actual £lights along the Wisconsin coast.

The photos enabled coastal researchers to observe the condition of
existing shore protectionm structures, and to locate them on shoreline
base maps. They served as well to identify those sites (1) where
slumps, slides, and seepages gave evidence of the. erosive effects of
gravity, winds, and waves upon coastal bluffs, and (2) where liztoral
drift processaes had either carved away or supplemented beach areas,
often adjacent to shore protection structures.. The imagery flles also
provided the data base needed to undertake a shore recession measurement
study. Short term rzates for the Lake Michigan shore were calculated and
then mapped along with older, long=-term measurements.d

Estimations of bluff heights and beach widths wers made from U.S.
topographical maps, and the information was added to the shoreline base

maps. Percaptions of coastal residents regarding the shore erosion issue
were obtained during three regional workshops. Citizens identified the
areas of severe eroston with which they were .familiar and thereby con-
tributed to the ultimats determination of which shores were eroding at a
critical rate. In additionm, pilot study findings of a larger Great Lakes
Shoreline Damage Survey revealed the extent and locatiom of land and
property losses which occurred during 1972-74 in three of Wiscomsin's coastal
counties.

The acquisition and analysis of basic shoreline data began with the
identification and designatiom of reaches along the Great Lakes shoresline

Figures 2a and 2b locate these reaches along Lakes Michigan and Superior
respectively. In the case of Lake Michigan, erosion prone reaches were

ranked according to thelr overall hazards, Figure 2a lists these reaches

with priorities from the most to the lease severe. This listing provided

the basis for an extensive geotechmiecal study on the Lake Michigan coastline
during the summer of 1976, Fisld invegtigations were most thorough where

shore erosion posed a formidable threat to coastal residences, buildings

and public facilities. Detailed descriptions of 128 miles of coastline were made.
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FIGURE 2.: LAKE MICHTGAN REACHES:

THEIR LOCATICN AND THETR PRIORITY
AS ERCSICN PROBLEM AREAS

-LIST QF LAKE MICHIGAN-
REACHES BY PRIORITY
STATE ‘
- OF ./ Grid Miles
WISCONSIN P ' N-S
Priority. Reach Cumulative
Totals
Lake
Mlchigan :  u© T oul
 Shoreline 3 6 15.7
7 4 7 18.5
; 5 11 21l.1
g 6 - 2.7
| 7 13 32.9
i g8 188 7.9
. g 3 43.9
: 10 g' gg;;
| COUNTY | REACH # 11 : .
, 12 16 55.7
[y o=
' / w, 1 14 2
wanrrowoe (7 2472528 15 15 63.7
‘ 16 27 67.2
<17 24 70.7
N
: 18~-19=20 19 19 4.9
SHEBOTGAN 21-22-23 20 25 80.8
21 29 83.1.
22 22 85.5
OZAUKEE 11~12-13 gi igc 33,'8
14~15-16~17 T 5 £
, 25 21 96.5
26 26 99.5
27 30 104.1
MILWAUKEE 7-8~9-10 28 - 2 107.1
) 29 4 110.4
Kis) 28 116.0
RACINE 4e5=6 31 20 119.0
RENOSHA 1o2-3 32 g 126.0

Source:

Shore Erosion Study Technical Revort
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LAKE SUPERIOR REACHES

FIGURE 2b:

REACHT #
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The effects of ercosion upon umprotected, somewhat protected and well--
armored shores were noted. Awvailability of such data led to the development
of a shore protection structure inveantory. It also supported subsequent
planning efforts: by Wisconsin to identify feasihla structural. and non-—
structural sclutions which might effsctively be applied to. its ercdible
.sheres. It has suggested new avenues for coastal conditiouns at selected
sites, the need to make similar geotechnical investigations of Lake
Superior's shore and the need to delineate erusion hazard areas and specify
their appropriate use(s)..

In light f:_f‘ these findings, a "Geotechnical study for the Lake Superior
shoreline” was given a high priority and ultimarely funded under a Seectiom
306 grant. By January 1979, both Lakes Michigan and Superior will have
comparable geotechmical information available: The WCMP will follow-up
and coordinate activities om the other two meeds in the next two years.
On the basis of its shoreline data gathering activities - those com—
pleted, ongoing, and planned -— Wiscousin-hasfully complied: with
Federal Requirement #1, that "...a method for assessing the effects of
shoreline erosion..." be developed. During its initial planning perioed,
Wisconsin acquired, organized, and mapped much of the shoreline data
necessary to evaluate the major effects of shore erosion upon its Great
Lakes coast. Clearly, land is being lost at a variable rate; buildings,
public utilities, and recreatiomal facilities are endangered; and
natural areas and habitats are threatened.

The State has also been assembling its shore property damage estimates,
its shore protection structure evaluations, its shoreline recession
measurements, and its bluff scability calculations in order to clarify
the .cause-and—-effect relationships contained in the shore erovsion
process. Although land losses during major storm attacks have proven
the most costly of shors erosion effects, Wisconsin's attention to the
shore erosion issue remains comprehensive in scope; that is, all aspects
of the shore erosicn process and all effects are being comsidered.
Extensive property and structurs damage during severe coastal storms
represent only cne form of shore erosiom. Bluff slides and slumps, and
gradual composition changes and recession of coastal bluffs:and beaches
are associated with the more cyclic amd year-round types of erosion. 1In
addition, the erosive affects of lakes lavel regulation, shore armorment
placement, and upland management practices are becoming distinguished.

As Wisconsin pieces together the puzzle of irs coastzal erosion history
and current situarion, the benefits of updating information and elabor-
ating upon methodology in the futurs have become apparsat. TYar, as
indicated above, the recent shorelins research has already proven usaful
in geveral specific instances. More generally, it has heightsmed
Wisconsin's own understanding of the nature and extent of its shore
erosion problem. It has also provided a benchmark from which the staze
and local governments can establish procedures for obtaining shoreline
data on an ongoing basis. Fimally, the question of how Wisconsin's
shore erosion-related policies and programs might be strengthened has
been raised -— a direct result of the new, often disturbing, coastal
researzh findings.
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Appendix A: (Asterisk (*) denotes project received funding support from

* %

O  *

the Wisconsin Coastal Mapagement Program.)

Coastal Warer Qualiey. 1975

Inventory of Coastal Imagery.. 1975

An Analysis of the Intermatiomal Great Lakes Levels Board Report on.
gg;ation of Great Lakes Water Lavels. 1976

- Summary Report.-

- Hydrology..

Navigation.

Stiore Property and Recreation.

- Wetlands, Fisheries and Warer Qualiry.
Institurions.

Fish and Wildlife Habirac. GCreat Lakes. 1976,
Great Lakes Shoreline Damage Survey: Brown. Douglas and Racime
Counties, Wiscomsin. Appendix ITI. 1976

Natural Area Inventory. Coastal Zome, Wisconsin. 1976,

Ordinary High Watermark Determinatrions om Wisconmsin's Great Lakes. 1976.

Preliminary Bistoric Structures Survey. Wiscomsin's Great Lakes
Counties. 1976. ’

Shore Erosion — A Bibliograchy. 1976.

Shore Erosion = A Study Plan, 1976.

Delineating,Grea: Lakes Shorelines. 1977.

"Shoreline Erosiom and Bluff Stability Along lake Michigan and
Lake Superior Shorelines of Wiscomsin," Shore Erosion Study
Technical Report. 1977.

Technical Report Appendices. 1977.
Shoreland Use in Wiscomsin., 1977.

Wisconsin Coastal Atlas. 1977.
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B. Investigation of structural and nomstructural azlternatives.

Independent shore protection efforts by coastal citizens and local
governments often result in the haphazard application of controls to
what research and field study have now revealed as a system of shore
erosion causes and. effects. The benefits:of-systemarically , and
cooperatively, undertaking shore damage reduction activities have become
apparent. In order to foster such coordination, however, Wiscomsin
first needed to evaluate the set of alternative solutioms. It began to
identify those options which might allewviate the erosion hazard con-
ditions along the shoreline. Specifically, it investigated the costs
and effectiveness of structural protection and the legal and administra-
tive provisions for nomstructural measures.

The range of structural solutions was examined by a Wiscousin engineering
firm, together with coastal plauners of the state. Initiazlly, investi-
gations focused upenm the coastzl processes and their interactions with
current methods of beach accretion, shore armorment, and bluff stabili-
zation. Analyses of existing shore protection works were performed at
nine priority locations-along the Wisconsin. coast. The. structural
devices which had beenm applied to these nine erosion hazard situations
were assessed for their condition and performance. Such site - specific
studies provided valuable information regarding what shore protection
structures were and weren't "working" under varied geomorphelogic con-
ditions. :

The logical next step was to develop guidelines for the selectiom of
structural designs. Again, nine sites ~— considered represeatative of
Wisconsin's major shoreline types -~ were chosen for amalysis. Temporary,
intermediate, and lomg=term life solutions were developed for each

site;? costs of the various structural devices were calculated. Such
efforts confirmed Wisconsin's experiencs, historically, that structural
protection is a costly means of addressing the problems posed by shore
erosion; they also demonstrated the variation in life effectiveness of
the design alternatives.

Parallel to the study of shore protection strucrtures was an examination
of nonstructural options available to citizens and govermments along
Wisconsin's coastline., Vaegetation and upland management practices
gained consideration as viable azlternatives to an exclusively structural
armoring of the Great Lakes shore. Existing county land use controls
were identified and assessed for their degree of influence over Great
Lakes shore development pressures. Shoreland zoning regulations were
found particularly applicable to the issue of reducing safety hazards
and property damages aloug the coast. The value of an erosion hazard
warning system was also identified. In addition, a2 study of erosiocn-
related compensation sources examined the extant te which relocation of
buildings away from eroding shores and public or private acquisition of
coastal areas might represent feasible options.
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A major highlight of the "altermatives" research discussed above is the _
distinction between remedial and preventive approaches to shore damage
teduction. Structural procedures would typify the first strategy, while
nonstructural. solutions: would. characterize. the second. These two per—
spectives are reflected, in Wisconsin, by different peolicies and prac-
tices. Their combined and coordinated thrust, however, holds promise of
more effective shore erdsion mitigation measures being undertakem by
state and local units of govermment and by private citizeams.

Wisconsin's attention to identifying and developing further "procedures
for managing the effects of erosion imcluding nomstructural procedures”,
is ongoing. The array of existing shore damage reduction alternatives
has been studied~at great length. Establistment of clear guidelines
upon which to base selection of cne or more. sclutions will be receiwving
extensive consideration over the next severzl moanths. Compliance with
Federal Requirement #4 is certainly underway. ‘

Ippendiz Bt r )

* Capabilities of Coumty Land Regulation ?:Agrams in the Wiscomsin
Coastal Area. 1976.
* Addressing Coastal Erosionm Through Flood Plain Zoning — Is It
Feasible in Wiscomsin? 1977. Uapublished.
* Bluff Erosion Control Under Wiscomsin Shoreland Zoming Provisions.
1977. Unpublished.
* Grear Lakes Shore Erosion Protection - A General Review with Case
Studies. 1977.
* Some Non-structural Alternacives-fur the Rediucrion of Shore Damage.
1877.
* Feasibility of Compemsation for Man-induced Shore Erpsicm. 1978.
- Summary Report.
- Legal and Admipistrative Optioms for Compensatiom.
- Relation of Buman Activities to Shore Ercsion. :
* Great Lakes Shore Erosion Protecticn - Structural Desizn Examples.
1978,
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C.. Development of a framework for action.

‘While Wisconsin’sfshareline~conditions and options for site~specific

shere. damage reduction .effortssundergo: continued: assessment,. the. ques~
tion of how overall shore damage reduction can actually be achieved

has become more pressing. With coastal datz now more available and
alternative solutions clarifisd, guidelines regarding program: selection

‘and implementation have become necessary.

The third component of Wisconsin's shore erssion/mitigation planning
process is the development of a framework for action at both the state
and local levels. Principles upon which the framework is based derive
from interpratations mnet only of recent shoreline studies,. but also
existing shore erosion-related state and local policies and programs.
Research findings have been discussed in the previous secticns.

The state policies and authorities stated below reveal the state's ability
to control activities which may cause, exacerbate or be damaged by shoreline
erosion. Many of these techniques provide a method for- state control along
incorporated as well as unincorporated shoreline to raduce property loss,
shoreline debris, degradation: of water quality through increased sediment
loading and degradation of the shore's aesthetic and active recreational
value resulting from coastal erosion and flooding. Furthermore these statae
policies and standards provide the minimum criteria.for county and local
municipaliry action. With the increasing amount of technical data, each
governmentzal actor is bettsr able to apply these standazds.

It is the state's policy to mitigate risks to public health and safety
and risks of property damage in areas subject to natural hazards by:

&. Providing that all development in areas subject to serious
flooding will not materially alter the natural capacity of the.
lake or river so thar the magnitude of floods will be intensi=-
fied, or expose citizens to hazards or cause future public expend-
itures for flood disaster relief.

b. Regulating earth moving, davegetation, and construction activi-
ties mow reviewed by state agencies so as not to accelerats the
rate of shoreline erosion or bluff recession. (Coastal Policy #3.0)

Counties, citiss and villages shall adopt reasonable and effective flood
plain ordimances for those pazrts of their jurisdiction subject to seriocus
flood damage. These ordinances shall provide that oo buildings be con-
structed in £loodways and that inconsistent development be prohibited in
flooed plains. (Coastal Policy #3.1; Wis. Stats. Section 87.30 and Wis.
Admin. Code HR 116)

State statutes require lacalities to adopt flood plain
zouing ordinances, mesting stare standards, for those
parts of their jurisdictions where sarious flood damage
may occur. 1f localinies do not adopt reasonable and
effective ordipances, the DHR is required to adopt an
ordipance for the jurisdiction. Also, the availability
of federal flood insurance is tisd to the existance of
adequate: local flood plain regulation.
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The placement or maintehance of any structure, £ill, or
development in violation of a flood plain zoning ordi-
nance is declared to be a public nuisance and may be
enjoined or abated at suit of any mundecipalitry, the state,
or any citizen of the stata. '

Solld waste disposal sites and facilities are prohibited
within areas under the jurisdiction of flood plain zoning
regulation, unless they are licensed: by the DNR.

Thig activity is subject to tHe management program because
of its potential for reduction of effective floed flow
capacity that could cause increased.damage to: coastal.
resources during a £locd.

Within unincorporated areas a setback of 75 ft. from the ordinary high water
mark .shall be required, unless an existing development pattern exists.
(Coastal Policy #3.2; Wis. Stats. Sections 59.971 and 144.26, and Wis. Admin
Code NR. 115} -

Each county is: required by state law to regulate: the use

of shorelands in unincorporated areas. DNR minimm
standards require the ordinaznces to protect human health,
aquatic 1ife; and natural Beauty and control land uses.

If county ordinances are found to be inadequate, the DNR
can adopt an ordinmance for the county. (MNote: All rele-
vant coastal counties have DNR approved shoreland zoning
ordinances.) Shoreland use is subject to management con-
trol because of potential impacts of various activities

in rhese largely undeveloped areas on coastal water quality,
£ish spawning areas, f£ish and aquatic life and the matural
beauty of the land and watar resources. Further descriptionm of
this law is found im the FEIS pages 184~186.

Solid waste dispeosal sites and facilities are prohibifed in floedplains and
within the jurisdiction of shoreland regulations, i.e. within 300 feet of
navigable streams and 1000 feet of lakes, ponds, aand flowages in unincor-
porated aresas. (Coastal Policy #3.3; Wis. Stats. Section: 144,045 and Wis.
Admin, Code MR 115)

All new subdivision plats, buildings, structures, roads, sanitary or other
facilirties which are reviewed by state agencies and which are in existing
and potemtial flood hazard areas shall be prevented from exposing citizens
to unnecessary hazards or cause future public expenditures for £lood disas—
tar relief. (Coastal Policy #3.4; Governmor's Executive Order MNo. 67)

These subdivisions must be approved by several stats
agencias, as well as by localities with subdivision
ordinances. The DLAD reviews, and must approve, plats
for compliance with surveying, layout (inmcluding mandatory
public access requirements for plats abutzing navigable
waters), and engineering requirements. The DOT reviews,
and must approve, plats abutting state highways for com
pliance with safety requirements. The DHSS reviews, and
Dust approve, unsewered plats for compliazance with lot
size, elevation, and soil percolation requizements. The
DNR reviews plats within 500 feet of navigable waters for
orevention of pollution &5 waters. It should be noted
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that subdivisions creating fewer or smaller lots are
frequently subject to local review and approval. This
activity ts included within the coastal management program
because of the potentizl environmentzl impact of subdivi-
sion construction, incresasad gemeration.of sewage on
coastzl waters, the potential increased demand £or public
access to.coastal recreatiomal resources, and a2 concernm
for orderly development..

It is unlawful to deposit any material or to place any structure in naviga-
ble waters without a permit. Rip rap or other similar material for protecting
stream banks or lake shore from erosion shall not materially impair naviga- R
tion or damage fish and game habitat. (Coastal Policy #3.5; Wis. Stats. o
Section 30.12(1) and 30.12(2) (b))

Thig aetivity requirss a DNR permit unless the material is
deposited behind a lawfully established bulkhead line.
Permits are issued after DNR inspections and a finding: that
the activity will not "materially impair navigation or be
detrimental to the public interest.”"  There is z limited
exception to the state permitting program for solely fed-
eral projects. 3Bulkhead lines ars established by munici-

" pal ordinance and must be "in the public interest" and be

- approved by the DNR. Depositing materials in davigable
coastal waters is included in' the program because of the
potential obstruction of navigatiom, reduction of effec-
tive flood flow capacity in streams, harmful effect om
fish and game habitar, and pollutiom of z resourcs held
in: trust by  the- state.

Ealarging the course of a Great Lake or other navigable coastal water
shall not injure public rights or interests; cause environmental pollu=-
tion, or materizlly injure riparian rights. (Coastal managed use #l.c.;
Wis. Stats. Sectiom 30.19(1))

Coustructing an artificial waterway within 500 feet of a Great Lake or

other navigable coastal water shall not injure public rights or interests,

cause envirommental pollution, or materially  injure riparian rights.

{Coastal managed use #l.d4.; Wis. Stats. Section 30.19(1)(a)) =

Connecting an artificial waterway to a Great Lake or other navigable-coastal
watar shall not injure public rights or interests, cause envirommental
pollution, or materially injure riparian rights. (Coastal managed use
#1.4.; Wis. Stats. Section 30.19(1)(b)).

Engaging in these three activities requires a permit

from the DNR. The permits are issued if the DNR finds

the project will pot injure public rights or intarests,
cause environmental pollution, or materially injure rip-
arian rights. Enlarging a pavigable waterway and con-
structing or commecting artificial waterways are included
in the program because of the potential to destroy fish
and game habitaf, affect navigation, and altar the qualiry
of 2 resource for which the state is a trustee.
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No person may throw or deposit any refuse or solid wastes, including stome, -
sand, slabs, decayed wood, in the waters of the state. Also any substance
deleterious to fish and aquatic life can only be deposited in accordance
with plans approved by the-DNR: (Coastal managed use #l.i;.Wis, Stats.
Section 29.29(3)).

State law makes it unlawful to place any refuse or solid
wastes in the waters of the states.  Also, any substance
deleterious to fish or aguatic life can only be deposited
in accordance with plans approwed by the:DMR. This acti-
vity 1is subject to the state management program because of
detrimental effects on fish and game habirat, effect om the
sultabiliry of a public rescurce: for recreational purposes,
and alteratiom of the quality of a vesource held in trust
by the statea.

Grading or removing top soil which disturbs 10,000 square feet or more of
the baoks of the Great Lakes or other mavigable coastal water shall not in-
jure public rights or interests, cause environmeatal pollution, or material-
1y injure public rights. (Coastal managed use #2.a; Wis. Stats. Sectionms
30.19(1) (e) and 144.30 (9)).

This activity requires a permit from the DNR. Permits are
issued if the project does mot injure public rights or
interests, cause envirommental pollution, or materially
injure public rights. BRemoving top soil or grading is.
included in the management program because af the potemtial
detrimental impact of this activity on f£ish and game habitat,
access to & public rescurce, and quality of coastal watars.

Largely through the efforts of the Coastal Management Program, there has
been a growing realization  that too many imstitutional gaps and erosion
strategy incomsistencies still exist in Wisconsin, e.g. incorporated areas:
are not covered by shoreland zoning although many municipalities have ordin~
ances which are the funmctional equivalent, several planning and resource
management laws zre mot fully sensitive to erosion issues, traditional
reliance on structural devices has limited the options considersd and limi-
ted financial resources and technical assistance have lead to an uneven
pattern of enforcement.

Waile few changes have beem directly sought to date, a major thrust is the
£al1l 1978-winter 1979 consideration of the Wisconsin Erosion Plan. This
document will serve as the driving force for Wiscomsin's new action frame-
work. Over the next two years the Wiscomsin Coastal Management Council

will implement the strategies adopted by endorsing, advocating and coordin-
ating the needed series of refinements and adjustments to state policies

and authorities. Policy issues include beach. nourishment, lake bed grants
and nomstructural alternatives. Technical inclusions in the shoreland zoning
provisicns and other law will facilitate adoption of local damage raduction
programs along the Great Lakss shoreline. -
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Heavy emphasis will be given to preventive, not structural, approaches to
damage reduction. New sourcses of financial and technical assistance will
be sought. To help ensure that all revisions and adjustments made by both
local and state units of government are compatible and consistent, a series
of guidelines and principles for damage reduction is ineluded in the staze
Ezosion Plan. Figure 3 contains: the list of prineiples; and guidelines beding
considerad.

In Wisconsin, local govermments have traditionally been” responsible for
most land use decision-making along the Great Lakes shoraline. The state's B
role has been generally limited fo providiang minimum standards and special ' )
requirements for issues dealing with environmental quality, resource manage— .
ment and uses of land which are of statewide significance including flood '
plains, shoreland areas, energy faciliry sites, major recreatiomal values,

and nmavigationmal obstructions. Any efforts aimed at refining or adjusting
Wisconsin's institutional framework on shores erosion must be seusitive to

this state/local partmership. ol
In addition, over the coming years a parallel series of actions will be

pursued at the loczal level. Foremost among these is adoption of damage

reduction programs at the community, county and/or regiomal levels. The

high priority given damage reduction and use of the erosion guidelines and
principles will lead to more consistent and effective actions along reaches.

The WCMF has identified a process by which local govermments and groups of

property owners by reach can prepare, implement and refine a damzge reduction
program. A flow diagram of the suggested process is contained in Figure 4.

The WCMP will assist local and state agencies to identify hazard areas and
develop or implement management programs for them through the designation
of geographic areas of management concern (GAMCs). Wisconsinm will continue
to redefine its positions with regard to the numerous aspects of the shore
erosion issue. The WCMP has lead this-effort with public education and re-
search on the dangers associated with these hazards. The WCMP has provided
technical and lay-oriented. analyses and rscommendations for structural and
nonstructural alternatives to alleviate erosion impacts. Additional efforts
to develop and adopt damage reduction programs by reach will provide pro~
tection to erssion hazard arsas.

-
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Figure 3. P:inciples and Guidelines for the Davelopment of Shnre Erosion

1.

2.

3.

Damage Redunction Programs in Wisconsin

Shore erosion is a complex, natural process which is difficult, if not
impossible, to totally arrest,

The plaoning and implementation of long term damage reduction solutions
must begin prior to.the presence:of high water and emergency perdeds.
Erosion hazards and dzmages caaonot be efficiently and effectively
eliminatad during these. periods.

Shore erosion damages and hazards can Be more effectively and efficiently
raduced with cooperative and comprehensive planning by geologic reach
Between local governments, state ageuncies, and coastal property owners.

Bafore inmitiaring protective actioms along the Great Lakes shoreline, the
causes of erosion must be carsfully identified; and- ccntrolled“ in the
beach, toe, bluff, and upland zomes.

Structural solutions must be cautiously used and placed singe many are not
only costly and short-lived but, they can alse create adverse impacts upcn
nefghbhoting properties.

Land management or nomstructural approaches to shore eroslon-related problems
offer a viable and effective mesans for reducing damages and hazards over a
long period of time. Greater priority must be given to these approaches in
Wisconsin.

The wvalme and née of a site and its buildings, both existing and projected,
should be key determinants in identifying appropriates types of solutioms,
and levels of public and private investment.

Hazard zomes or distrists should be precisely identified and fncorporated
into land use plans and ordinances along Wisconsin's Great lakes shoreline.
Along undeveloped portions of the shoreline, every attempt should be made

to avoid the placement of buildings and facilities in these zomes or districts.

A1l individuals, agencies, and govermments acquiriﬁg an interest in land
along the shoreline should be cognizant of erosion hazards and any special
siting requirements in advance of final tramsactions.

Where public funds are utilized to reduce damages or save coastal rasources
on private property, the public benefits should be commensurate with the costs.

The multiple-use potentials of structural and nomstructural solutioms should
be utilized in the design and implementation of damage reduction progranms
wherever possible. Shore damage reductiocn is compatible with public access,
recreational opportunities, comservatiom, preservation, and aesthetics.

Shore erosion damage reduction programs should be prepared, implemented, and
enforced by those govermments and agencies legally responsible for shoreline
planning and management. Supportive programs and efforts should seek to
provide direct information, assistance, and resources to these agzncies and
governments.,

Source: A Shore Erosion Plan for Wiscomsin: Aporaisel of Optiocus anéd Strategies.
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Flgure 4 GeneraLIzED PLannine Process For DamAGE RepucTioN ProGRAMS

§torm Events " Existing ... Initiation of
High Water Damages -e-===-Policies dnd : Detailed Studies
Laws_and Programs ~ Guidelines :
§
§
SHORELINE . " NEED FOR ~ PPPRAISAL OF g COMPREMENS I VE
SETTING —~ » DAMAGE - » OPTIONS AND L———> EVALUATION OF
R REDUCTION STRATEGIES ALTERNAT IVES
(PROBLEM RECOGN1TION) (PROGRAM FonmULATon) (PROGRAM DESIGN)
Public
.» , > wesws-Input and
]‘ ‘ Support
SHORELINE INSTITUTING OF _ FINAL SELECTION
MONITORING <€ r— STRUCTURAL AND < ——— OF OPTIONS
: NONSTRUCTURAL :
_ H SOLUTIONS :
(PROGRAM EVALUATION) |  (PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION) i (PROGRAM ADOPTION)
Stérm_Evénts Resource
High Water Damages MobiliZation

Changing Laws and Programs

Sourcet A Shore Erosion Pldan for Widconsins Appraisal. of Options and Stratepies
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D. Assessment of technical and financial assistance sources.

If state and local capabilities to address the: issue of shore erosion in
Wisconsin are to be fully developed, the channels for techniczl and
financial aid must be identified; and their aceessibilify=insured.
Wisconsin's shore erosion/mitigatien plamning efforts include attention
to this aspect of shoreland management. Tables 2 and 3 summarize the
federzal and state programs which currently provide, or potentially could
provide, assistance  to Wisconsin govermments and private citizens in
their shore damage reduction activities. Most shore erosicun-related
support emphasizes the need for planning. Existing funds are clearly
directed towards evaluating shore erosion problem areas amrd initiaring
nonstructural measures of hazard mitigatdion aznd resource preservation.
Financing available for structural sclutions or as an- avende for compen-
sation is extremely limited. '

The. Coastal Management Program represents a likely source of assistance
to those Wisconsin communities interested in shore erosion damige re-
duction. Besides channeling its monies towards an expansion of the
stata's own shoreline information bage, the Program is also funding

shore erosion-reslated projects of coastal communities, counties, and
regional bodies. That local policy development, plan design, and program
implementation have become a major CMP focus is evidenced by the following
list of future activities, classified under Coastal Issue #3, Coastal
Erosion and Flood Hazard Areas:

Title of- 306 Prbjec:;Proaosal __Sponsor Subject County{ies)
1. Erosion Control Study Design Racine County/
. Town Caledonia Racine
2. Recreation Activity Management Racine County/
Study : : Towm Caledonia Racine
3. Ecological Study . Racine County/
’ Town Caledonia Racine
4. Lake Access Road Feasibility Racine County/
Study : ' Town Caledonia Racine
‘5. Duck Creek Flood Plain Management Oneida Tribal
Reservation Brown
6. Coastal Topographic Mapping Town of Suamico Bfown
7. Llake Superior Shoreland Wiscomsin Geological Lake Superior
Geotechnical Study and Natural Eistory Counties
Survey-
é. Great Lakes Shore Erosion Wisconsin Geological Statewide
Information and Assistance and Natural Bistory
Program Survey
S. Shore Erosion Policy Study for. Wisconsin Geoclogical Statawide
Local and County Governments and Naturzl History

Survey



Federal or
State-Sponsored
Program,

Beach Erosion
Control

Hurricane, Tidal
and Flood
Protection.

Correction of
Federal Navi- -
gation Project-
Induced Shore
Damage

Resources
Conservation.

Agricultural
Conservation.

Coastal
Management
Program

Table 2,

Sponsoring
Agency

u.s. Army
Corps of
Engineers

Same as
above.

Same  as
above.

Soil Conservation
Service, U.5.
Dept. of Agri—
cul ture.

Agricultural
Stabilization
and Conser-
vation Service
USDA.

Hisconsin
Coastal
Management
Council

Shore Damage Reduction:

Program Target
State County Local Private Technical

Program Scope
Financial

Govt. Govt. Govt Persan Assistance Assistance
X XA X X ‘x X
X X X X X X
X 1 X X X X X
x| x| X
X X X
X | X X X X

Primary Sources of Assistance.

Program
Contact

Corps District Office:
Chicago-Lake Michigan
St. Paul-Lake Superior

Same as above.

Same as aboye.

,Soil and water_

Conservation
Pistrict Offjce.

ASC Committee; or
Soil and water Con-
servation District Office,

T.A.:

F'_A' C

WY Geological and
Natural History
Survey.

Regional Planning
Commission; Citizens'
Advisory Committee;
or Office of State
Planning and Energy.

0Ll



Federal or

State-Sponsored

Programs

Resource Copser-

vation and De-
velopment Pro-
Ject Activity

Highway
Improvement.

Disaster Loan
Assistance.

Scientific
Areas Preser-
vation.

putdoor Re-
sources Actiop
Plan (ORAP).

Land and Water
Conservation
(LAWCON) .

Community
Development
(701).

Water Quality
Contral (208).

Yechnical
Assistance
Grants.

Table 3,

Sponsoring
Agency

Sotl Conservation
Service, USDA

Wisconsin Dept.

of Transportation |

Small Business
Administration.

Wisconsin Dept.
of Natural
Resources.

Same as Above,

U.S. Dept. of
Interior.

U.S. Dept. of
Housing & Urban
Development

u.s. Envirvon-.
mental Protec-
tion Agency.

Upper Great
Lakes Regional
Commission.

Shore Damage Reduction:

Program Target
State County Local Private Technical

Program Scope
Financial

Gov;. Govt. Govt. Person Assistance Assistance
X X X X X
X X X X
X X

X X X X . X

X X X
| X X X X
X X X
X X X X . | X
X | x X | X

Secondary Sources of Assistance.

Program
Contact

Soil and Water Conservation
District Office

Highway District Office.

Small Business Adminis-
tration Regional office.

Scientific Areas Coordinator,
Wisconsin Department of
Natural Resources.

wisconsin Department of
Natural Resources District

Office- Recreatipna] Aid

Specia]ist
Same as above.

Regional Planning Commission;
or, Wisconsin Department of
Local Affairs and Development.

Wisconsin DNR.

Regional Planning Commission;
or UGLRC headquarters.

Lt
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Wisconsin Coastal Management funds are distributed according:to the
priorities which have emerged from the procass of designating geographic
areas of management concern. Ltself a management technique, the GAMC
procedure has singled out for special cousideration, "Bazard areas,
which are those arsas prone to severs erssion and/or flooding that may
impose danger to public useror-immediate-or-future-substantial public
costs."ll Erosion control, hazard mitigation, and resource conservation
policies for such areas are guided by a distinction‘be:ween.high and low
priority shoreland uses:

"The highest use priority in these areas would be assigned to those
activities that do not impose immediate or future substantial costs
due to geologic, soil, or flood conditions. Any development
should be so constructed as to aveid creating new hazards or
incraasing existing hazazrds. Uses of the lowest priority include
those activities that are non-water dependent or non-water enhanced,
create new or increase existing hazards and result in irretrievable
losses of coastal resources.” : - -

Application of the GAMC" pracess to- Wisconsin- shore-erosdon: managemen:
has served to provide coastal commumities with additiomal standards for
evaluating their shore.damage reducticon alternatives. It also fulfills

' Federal Requirement #3, "a method for designation of areas for erosion

control, mitigation, and/or restoration as areas of particular concern
or areas for preservation/restoration.”™ And, together with current
attention towards assessing existing and potential technical and finan-
¢ial assistance sources, it demonstrates Wisconsin's partial compliance
with Federal Requirement #5, "an identification of legal authorities,
funding programs and other tachn:ques that can be used to meet manage-
ment needs.”

Appendices C and D@

* Lake Bed Grants. Great Lakes. 1976
* Feasibility of Compensation for Man-Induced Shore Ercsiom. 1978.
* A Shore Erosion Plan For Wiscomsin: Appraisal of Ootions and

Strategies. 1978..

.
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E. Coordination of local, regional, amnd state shore damage mitigation
‘policies and programs.

The benefits to be gained by coordinating shore damage reduction ac-

tivities have become clear as:research continues to point up the system=—

like interactions of coastal processes and landforms. Although the

concerns of each shore property ownexr, whether private or publie, are

usually site-specific in nature,; if efforts to mitigate damage and/or

reduce erosion are to be efficient and effective, theilr compatibility

with one another must be insured. A primary objective of Wiscomsin's

shore erosion/mitigation plamning process is to accomplish such compatibility.

Future planning emphasis, thersfore, will be given to clarifying and
coordinating agency and goverhment respomsibilitias vis-a=-vis existing
and proposed shore damage reductiom efforts in Wisconsin, Thus faz,
state agencies, together with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, have
performed the bulk of coastal research and regulatory activities. Other
agencies {(i.e., S6il and Warer Conservation Districts and the H.S. Soil
Conservation Service) have developed addirional shora erosion informa-~
tion and made it available to interested parties, while local govern=-
ments have enforced their shoreland-related zoning ordinamces to varying
degreses.

Assessment of shoresline conditions, evaluation of existing rewmedial and
preventive procedures, and refinement of pertinemt regulatory policies
have already been highlighted as ongoing elements in Wisconsin's shore
erosion/mitigation plamning process. The first element will involve
primarily those state agencies currently active in c¢oastal data-gathering
and analysis: the Wisconsin Geological and Natural History Survey, -the
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, and the Sea Grant Cellege
Program, Geclogy Department, and Engineering Department of the Universicy
of Wisconsin. The latter elements will require leadership from the
Coastal Management Council and implementation support from all its
represented and cooperating agencies and governments: the Wisconsin
Departments of Natural Resources, Iransportation and Business Development,
the Public Service Commission, the regfonal plamning commissions, and

the local public officials, to pame a few.

Besides these three areas of future planning focus, Wisconsdin will

consider & fourth: the development of additiomal preventive——or incentive—
policies and techmiques which can serve to mamage further the state's
progress towards its shore damage reduction goal. Again, agencies and
governments at all levels will be iavolved, whether the particular

incentive program pertains to the establishment of ercsion hazard warming
systems or performance standards for erosion hazard districts. These
programs will be targeted towards encouraging coastal localities to
strengthen their own policies and implementrarionm tools with regard to

shora erosion.



174

In light of such anticipated activity, the need to integrate the various
shore damage reduction efforts into a comprehensive strategy becomes
even more apparent. Attention to this need will now dominate shore
erosion/mitigation plamming in Wisconsin. To enhance the opportunities
for coordination, evaluation, and refinement of its shore damage reduction
purposes and actions, Wisconain will. be:relying. especially upon the GAMC
process as a screening and funding mechanism, and the Coastal Management
Council as an advisory body alert to program weaknesses and needs for
modification. In addition, the Geological Survey's technical assistance.
activities will certainly strengthen the lines of communication between
federal, state, regiomal, and local agencies and governments and develop
further the. program implementation capabilities of all parties and
interests invelved.

Such an agenda documents well the extent to which Wisconsin has ad-
dressed Federal Requirement #5, "an identification of legal authorities,
funding programs and other techniques that can be used to mest manage~
ment needs.” This shore damage reduction planning prospectus also
demonstrates consistency with overall objectives of the Wisconsin
Coastal Management Program. In particularw, Program goals:of making

‘state regulatory and management policies more effective, coordinating“

them with local planning strategies, and strengthening local government
coastal management capabilities ara proving dirsctly applicable to the
shore erosion/ mitigation plamning process.

Appendix Es

* A Shore Erosion Plan for Wisconsin: Appraisal of OUtions«an&
Strategies. 1978.

“u

[
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WISCONSIN'S COMPLIANCE, IN SUMMARY.

Over the past three years, shore erosion/mitigation planning activities
in Wisconsin have been coordinated through its Coastal Management
Program. The Program has-developed a process for addressing cpastal.
ercsion~related problems, identifying feasible solutions, and implementing
appropriate shors damage reduction plans. The process can be summarized
according to its five principal components. Research, analysis, and
administrative activities of each are preparing the coastal commmity to
deal effectively with its ezoding Great Lakes shoreline. They therefore
serve ag general evidence of Wisconsin's response to Section 305(b)(9)
guidelines, issued in the Coastal Zone Management Act Amendments of
1976..

Those intervals in Wisconsin's shore erosion/mitigation plamning process
which demonstrate.compliance with the five federal. requirements are
specified in Table 4. During an initial period of shoreline data
gathering and analysis, the state has learmed much about the extent and
nature of coastal erosion along its Lake Michigan and Lake Superior
shores. Such projects as geotechnical f£ield study, shore damage esti-
mation, recession rate measuremeut, and critical reach determinarion
reprasent a methodology which has been developed in order to assess the
effects of shore erosiom in an ongoing fashion (Federal Requirement #1).
Investigations into the types and costs of various structural and
nonstructural options, including compemsation avenues, have provided
some answers to the question of what can and cannot be dome to reduce
shore erosion damages. Although procedures for managing erocsion effects
have been identified (FR #4), their application to the Wisconsin shore=-
line rests upon the decision making process used and subsequent acticus
taken by those agencies, governments, and citizens involved in the shore
damage reduction effort. A framework for such actions has bean proposed,
based primarily upon the applicatiom of existing state and local shors=-
land policies (FR #2) and the need for continuous rafinement of programs
as new shoraline information becomes available and current policies and
guidelines ares ravised.

Wisconsin's set of shore ercsion management tools is being expanded to
serve better the program implementation and evaluation needs at all
jurisdictional levels. Currently, the GAMC process is providing a
mechenism for chamneling Coastal Management funds to shoreline stretches
which have been designated as erosion hazard areas and earmarked for an
appropriate hazard mitigation strategy (FR #3). At the same time, other
sources of technical assistance, financial support and relief, and shore
damage reduction incentives are being investigated for their applicabilitry
to the coastal area (FR #3).

Coordination and mounitoring of the wide range of shore erosiom/mitigation
planning efforts in Wisconsin represent a. future focus for the Coastal
Management Council and the staff (Great Lakes shore etrosion information
and assistance program) of the Geological and Natural History Survey in
particular (FR #5). 1In fact, however, all those decision making bodies,
reseaxch teams, techmical commirtees, and private individuals involved in
addressing the shore erosiom issue are enhancing the stara's overall
ability to develop and maintain a high level of efficiency and effective=
ness in accomplishing its shore damage reduction objectives.
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Table 4

WISCONSIN'S COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL GUIDELINES: A SUMMARY

The following table relatss the-five-specific- federal” requiremsatss to»thas
Wisconsin shore ercsion/mitigation plamnning process. The plamning component(s)
which addrasses.each requirement is identified.

FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS

#1 -

#2 -

#3 -

A method for assessing the
effects of shore erosionm.

Articulation of State.
policies.

A method for desigmation

" of areas for erosionm

# -

#5 -

control, mitigation and/or

restoration.

Procedures for managing:
erosion effeacts.

An identification of legal
authorities, funding:

progranms, and other manage-

ment techniques.

COMPONENTS OF PLANNING:. PROCESS

A. Storeline data gathering
and: analysis.

C. Development of a framework
for actiom. |

D. Assessment of technical and
finapeial- assistance sources.

E. Coordination of loeal,
tegiomal, and. state- shore
damage mitigation policies
and programs.

B. Iovestigation of structural
and nonstructural alternatives.

D. (See above)
also
E. (See abovwve)
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FOOTNOTES:

l.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has extesmnsively surveyed Wisconsin's
coastal counties in order to estimate the dollar value of damages

and losses suffered:during each high water period. Results of: thev
first survey were reported in Property Damage on- the Great Lakes
Resulting from Changes in Lake Levels (1952). The more recent
figures, cobtained in cogperation with the Wisconsin Department of
Natural Rescurces, will appear in the forthcomming Great Lakes
Shozreline Damage Survey.

At public meetings and in public perceptions polls, the Wisconsin
Coastal Managemenr Program staff have consistently heard or seen
shore erosion ranked as the #1 or #2 issue amongst shoreland
residents and public officials. As re:ently as 1976, results of a
widely administered coastal citizens' questicnnaire demonsttated
shore srosiom's continuing high priority as a coastal concern.

The Committee's membership has included:

- 1) S. Bomn, University of Wisconsgin - Eadison, also, O0ffice of

State Planning and Energy.
2) T. Edil, University of Wisconsin - Madisen. -
3) G. Hedden, Sea érant'Advisory Services.
é) T. Lauf, Department of Natural Resources.

5) D. Mickelson, University of Wisconsim ~ Madison.

6) A. Miller, Office of State Planning and Emergy.

7Y M. Ostrnm;-WiSCQnsin Gaological and Natural History Survey.
8) G. Pirie, University of Wiscomsin - Milwaukee.
9) D. Thomas, Office of State Planning aud Energy.
i0) P. Tychsen, University of Wiscomsin - Superior.

Staff coordimator for the Shore Erosiom Study is Roger Springman,
Wisconsin Geological and Natural History Survey.

Up until 1973, Wisconsin was relying almost exclusively, for its
shoreline information, upon the earlier research of such federal
and regiomal agencies as the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the
Great Lakes Basin Commissiom, the Intermaticnal Joint Commission,
and the Intermational Great Lakes Levels Board.
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Short-term recession rates along Lake Superior are currently being
calculated. In gemeral, Wisconsin's shore erosion planning efforts
have, to date, focused upon the highly developed stretches of Lake
Michigan's coast, whers shore erosion poses a more severe threat to
existing land uses.

See Great Lakes Shorsline D‘ama.ge Sﬁrvey-: Broﬁ, Douglas and Racine
Counties, Wiscomsin., Appendix II. 1976.

Jhe "1ife" of a structural solution may’ be considered temporary if
its effect lasts less than S ‘years; intermediate, if its effect is
observable for at least 5 years, but not lomger than 25 years; and
long-term, if its effect continues beyond 25 years.

Laws #1 and #3 are excerpted from State of Wiscomsin Coastal

Mapagement Program and F:Lnal Eavironmental Impact  Statement
(Madison, 1978), p. 1llé4.

This speecific policy should be added to those currently listed under
"Coastal Issue #3, Coastal Erosion and Flood Bazard Areas™ of the
State of Wisconsin Coastal Management Program and Final Envirommental
Impact Statement document.

'L'his general shore erdsion policy statement is consistent with that
reportad in the Program Document,. P 113.

Tbid, p. 162.

Ibid, p. 162.

EL:jlp=-6/775758
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STATE OF WISCONSTN

COASTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM -

Wisconsin Coastal Management Council
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In addition to the three new planning elements required by the 1976 Amend~
ments, the following pages list specific additions or amendments to the Stata
of Wiscomsin Coastal Management Program and Final Enviroomental Impact State-
ment. Such amendments must comply with the procedures: of Seution 306(g) of the
t'Coastal Zone Managemeut Act as amended before they are formally approved

by the Assistant Administrator fioiz Cosastal Zone Management, U.S. Department

of Commerce.

Amendment items are listed in the order in which they will be inserted into
the Program Document. Additions are underlined and deletions are typed and
marked out with slashes. Tables in the Program Document which provided cross—
referencing of statutes, administrative code and other legal citatioms are not
included here, but will be accomplished aftar the amendments are formally ap~
proved. Other refinements may be submitted to the Assistant Administrator by
the Wisconsin Coastzl Management Council.

Amendment items #2,3,4,5,6,13,15,16,17 and 18 are the result of action taken
by the 1977-78 Biemnial Session of the Wisconsin State Legislature. These
items rapresent further clarification of state policy within the seven coastal
issues of the adopted Wisconsin Coastal Management Program. Amendment item.
#12 is an additional listing of an existing policy.

Amendment items #1,7,8,9,10,11 and 14 are the result of action taken by
the Natural Resources Board and published in the Wisconsin Administrative
Code. These items represent further clarification of state policy and re—
gulations on public access and wetlands.

Amendment item #19 is the result of action taken by the Wiscousin Coastal.
Management Coumcil on May 10, 1978. The modification refers to Council
voting procedures on fuunding de:;cvisions.

Amendment items #20,21, and 22 are the result of Wisconsin compliance with
305(b) (8), Energy Faciliry Planning. This amendment to the Funding Allocation
Procedures of the Wiscomsin Coastal Management Program is further explained
on. pages 137-145 of this report.

A refinement, #23,264, and 25, are alsco listed at the fe.queét. of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission and the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Foresst Service.
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Amendment Page

Item No.

#1

#2

#3

e

5

6

#7

#8

#9

No.

105

106

106

106

106

106

109

109

110

Amendment to the State of Wiscomsin Coastal Management
Program.and‘Final Environmentzl Impact Statement

Chapter I. Coastal Issues~and:quicies
I. COASTAL WATER AND ATIR QUALITY

1.0 The state's policy an-caastal.wazet‘qualitj is « . .
to protect public health, safeguard-aguatic life-and-scenic
and ecological values including wetlands; . . .

1.5.1 The state shall provide finmancial and techmical
. asgistance to abate voint and non-point source
water pollutionm. (Wis. Stats. Sectiom 144.24 and

1.7 Phosphorus removal from sewage . . . tributaries and
the sale of cleaning agents and water conditiomers
which contain more than 8.77 phosphorus by weight is
prohibited. (See managed use #1 h, Wis._.Stats. Section
100.28, and Wis. Admin. Code NR 102.04).

1.8 Waste treatment- facility plans-shall be: reviewed: and

may be disaporoved if they are pot in conformance with
any existing approved areawide waste treatment management

exténsiong shall be allowed . . .exists. (See managed
use #2 4, Wis. Stats. Secticn 144.04, and Wis. Admin.
Code NR 110.05).

1.9.1 Treatment, storage and disvosal of hazardous sub-
stances and solid waste shall be regulated and re-
gtricted. Waste generators shall contribute to a
waste msnagement fumd to guarantee long-term care
of and environmental repairs to solid and hazardous
wagte disposal sites and to make such sites suitable
for other uses. (See Besource Conservatioun and
Recovery dct of 1576, P.L. 94-380 and Wis. Stats.
Section l44.41 £5). '

1.13 Lots not sarved by public sewer shall have area: and
wvideh restrictions. No buildine permit shall be
_ approved without seotic tank vermit aporoval if
such a permit is nmecessary. (See . . . Wis. Stats.
Chapter 236 and Section §6.036, . . .)-

II. COASTAL NATURAL AREAS, WILDLIFE BABITAT AND FISHERIES

2.0.a. Designating and managing special arsas . . .stTreams,
wetlands, i o

2.1 Stats scientific areas shall be designated for . . .
preservation of . . . commmities, including wetlands,
« « . (See . . . Wis, Admin. Code NR 453.23 and NR 1.93).

plans prepared pursuant to P.L. 92-500 as amended. Sewer

2.6 State wildiife areas shall be managed . . . the pri-
wmary objectives of wildlife habitat #dd, public hunting
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and wetlands protectiocn. {See. . . . and Wis. Admin.

Code NR 1.95).

2.9 State fish management areas shall be designated and
managed to . . . foster and promota the preservation
of required habitat for all species including wetlands,
. . o (See . . . Wis. Admin. Code NR 1.0l a2nd MR 1.95).

2.13.1 The Department of Natu:al~kesautces-shall preserve

and protect wetlands under its management and con—

trol. The Department of Natural Resources shall

use its regulatory auchority to minimize adverse

changes in the quality or quantiry of the flow

of waters that nourish wetlands., to protect wet—

lanﬁs;frcmfallfénvircnmentallv'inccmnatible uses,
activities and substances, and restore wetlands

which were:hﬁlawﬁullv”aggéred.

(Wis. Admin. Code

IIT. COASTAL EROSION AND FLOOD HAZARD AREAS

3.5 It

is umlawful to deposit &

material or to placs

any structure ig'navigablevwzters without 2. permit.
rap * - @ hahita:c (See . n. - WiSQ Stats- Section
30;12512,and 30.12(2) (B)) .

Rip

IV. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

A.Oc ga

Providing assistance programs for recraatiomal - -
b@ating;fﬁCili:ies and boaring safety to remedy

4.8 Pub

the problems of recreational use of the waters.

iic access . . . approval. Providing oublic access

to waters by the Department of Natural Resources is

resource, the

a variable requirement based on the guali
space available. and the levels of use

of the -

i i tsie T T~ ik e e e e T R R S

(See . . . and Wis,

perienced, respecting ovrivate rights and
Admin. Code NR 1.90, 1.91 and 1.92).

davelopments.

4.10 Local communities shall be encouraged c .. The state

boating facilitdies.

shall provide technical and finaneial assistance to
municipalities for the deved

oomert of recreational

Section 23.30 and 30.92).

V. ECONeMIC DEVELOPMENT

(See . . . and Wis. Stats.

S.1 The state shall promote business and industrial de-
velopment . . . and ghall authorize the establishment
of foreign trade zomesg by govermment bodies and

Sec

rivate cor

orations. (See . . . and Wis.
tion 560.03 ##d, .23 and 182.50).

Stats.
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Chapter II.
#7 180

#18 180

#19 204

Implementing a Coastal Management Progzam in Wisconsin
B. Managing Rey Coastal Resources and Development Activities

B.2.C. . item 2.i. Disturbing Bridges.
The second. paragraph could be writtsm as follows:

Bridges over navigable waters are also subject to regulation
by the DNR to protect human life and health, and minimize
property damage and economic loss. Navigational clearance -
of municipal hichway bridges is subiect to standards pro-
mulgated by the DOT.

(The above change reflects the concept inherent in Chapter 190,
Wis.. Laws of 1977, effective 12/8/77.)

B.2.C.  item 2.j. Abandoming Any Rail Line or Service.

Delete the first three sentences in this paragraph and replace
them wi:h.

. This activigz is under :he sole jurisdiction of the federal

Interstate Commerce Commigsiom. The State Denartmem: of
’l'ransvortation, in coordination with the State 'rransucrtation

, Commission, plays an active role in these decisions, apoearing

and testifying before the ICC.

(Retain the rest of the paragraph as is. This amendment is

suggested to Iincorporate the state legislative changes that have
taken place in the lastyear, including (1) the creatiom of a
Trausportation Commission and the traunsferring of tramsportatiom
related responsibilities from the Public Service Commission to the
new Transportation Commission , and (2) the increased responsibilitc-
ies of the Department of Transportarion, e.g., first right of
refusal on abandoned rail lines.)

c. VOrganizat:ion for Implementation 'of the Caasia*l Management
" Program:
3. A new Wisconsin Coastal Management Council

First paragraph, delete last sentenc; lines 4=7.
weil-ss—ail-ashes-Louneii-mpenhera—yiti—noe-be
aiiewed—tas—vose-on—iundins—deededions—thas—divesaly
afipnsmihetnepsuneymgr—intsmagsr-

D. Program Funding
2. TFunding Sources for a Ceastal Management Program
- Coastal Energy Impact Program (Section 308)

o
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218 Delete second sentencs: "The provisiom . . . resource.”
Insert in its place:

Section:SG&(b)(c)(&l;

j_grPlanniqgig:an:s for the comseguences of emergy
facilities, ,

Loans:. for new or improved public facilities

" and services required as a result of coastal

energzy activities, '

(3) Grants to- reduce auy~unavcidable “loss of
valuable environmental or recrea:zonal e
source,

(4) Ourer: Ourer Continental Shelf (0CS) develonment

. . ETamts, and; -

5) Re_avment assistance o coastal states: and -

available to ‘Wisconsin, ma Ee ap lle
energy actiwi:ies QT facillties.

d t0 either coagtal

3. Eligible Funded Activities and Recipients

a. To improve the implemen:aticn « o« o« 0f existing . . .
policdes . . »

(3) Coastal energy impacts—— -

#21 220 Delete whole paragraph: "finanmeial assistance is . .
energy activity.”
Insert:

Section 308(c) plaumnming grants are designed fof-the stud
and lanning of conseguénces relating to new or expanded
facilities, such as

(a) planning for ecomomic, social, or environmental

" conmseguences of new or expanded, enersy Facili::.as,
analyzin <zovernment or private in
golic1e5‘

Devising stratsgies for the public purchase of
land or for land-use controls upons: oY near
which enersy develoument 1s to take nlaces;
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#22 -

226

devising methods of protectin “recreaticnal or'énviron-

mental resources;

(e) conducting studies for maintaini ng or improving public
safety threatemed bv the comstruction or operatiom of

energy facilities:

conducting analyses Te uired for state or loca;‘rag:

ulatory decisions related to emerpy facilities;

() performing cost/benefir amalyses comparing the con=

sequences of altermative emerpgy facility types or sites;

devising strategies for recovering compensation for
any adverse effects caused by an emergy facility;

(1) forecasting employment, populationm;, public facility .
and public service needs and costs, and tax and user
fee fee revenues;

(&) planning . for public facilities needed as a result of
the energy activities;

(k) study of and planning for the secondary comsequences of

- alternative types and sites of public facilities needed
as a result of the emergy actiyitiesi

(1) study of and Elannin for- the 1e_consequences of the

hasing out of energy facilities; and
(m) _carrying out profects necessary to administer assis—
tance under Sectionm 308 (NOAA Regulations, Sectionm
- 931,33, 43 FR 7554 - 7555)

oy

4, Consideratians in Praject Funding

Add an additional paragraph at the end of the section,
nid~page.

Major ;ri:aria for selection of CEIP orofects are:

a) coastal energy azctiviry/facdility determination
(as detined in NOAA Regulatioms Section 931.13
and 931.19, 43 FR 7351=7553)

b) size and vulpérabilicy of the area*

e) appropriate timing of the proposal to address
the impacts of the facility (urgency or imme—
diacy of need)*

d} consistency with other state policies and with
the Coastal.ﬁanagement Program*

Other ¢riteria for CEIP project selection are:

e) compliance with federal regulations and guidelines

£) ability of applicant to carry out proposed study
and previous energy planming involvement

g) presence of matchzng Tunds*®

h) geographic distribution of the proposals*

i) transferability oL findings of the project*

J) cost of project and availability of complementary
funds from other state or federal sources*

*Existing suidalinas from Cgastal Management Program funding.
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Fedaral Government Activities in the Coastal Area

Page 231 of the State of Wiscomsin Coastal Management Program
and Final Environmental Impact  Statement ‘makes« reference. to:
"A list of federally excluded lands was reprinted in Appendix
I of the Draft Impact Statement." This list inadvertemtly
omittad the Nicolet Natiomal Forest of which a portiom is in
Oconta County.

D. PFederal Comsistency = Licenses and Permits:

Page 241 Paragravh D. The Department of Agriculturs authorities:
1) 43 USC 1716 has replaced 16 USC 522 and 523.

2) 16 USC 497 refers to "lease and occupancy of lands for
tiotels, resorts, summer homes, stores and facgilirdies for
industrial, commexrcial, educational or public. use oo US
Forest Service Lands' rather than permits for comstruction.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

a) g Steins—and-opernston—ef-suclesv-noves
ptenes, Permits and licenses for the
construction and operation of nuclear
facilit1¢s. {State permits requzred)




